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Abstract
This study explores the relationship between food insecurity and educational
attainment among Fulbright College of Arts and Science graduate and undergraduate
students at the University of Arkansas. A quantitative descriptive survey design was used
to collect data on this subject. Arkansas is one the most food insecure states in the
country. Existing data suggests a strong correlation between food insecurity and low
educational attainment among students in community college settings. However, little
empirical research has been conducted to test the relationship between food insecurity
and educational attainment among fouryear college students. This study investigates that
relationship at the University of Arkansas. Surveys were sent to 7152 students; 473
students completed the survey, six of the completed surveys were omitted from analysis
due to being extreme outliers. Approximately 40% of the participants were considered to
be food insecure based on a series of questions adapted from the USDA’s U.S. Household
Food Security Survey Module: Short Form. The results suggest a negative correlation
between food insecurity and educational attainment among the students who completed
the survey. The results had a strong statistical significance. Policy and practice
implications are discussed.

Keywords: food security, food insecurity, GPA, students, University of Arkansas,
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Food Insecurity and Educational Attainment
at the University of Arkansas
Both food security and educational attainment are large issues in educational
settings both k12 schools as well as colleges and universities. According to the United
States Department of Agriculture (2015, USDA) a household is considered food insecure
if, “At times during the year, these households were uncertain of having, or unable to
acquire, enough food to meet the needs of all their members because they had insufficient
money or other resources for food.” There are two types of food insecurity, low food
security and very low food security. A household is considered to be in the low food
security level when it has enough food to not disrupt the eating patterns of those in the
household. The household does this by changing diets, using Federal food assistance
programs, or using food pantries and other resources. Very low food security is said to
occur when one or more members of a household must change their eating patterns or
reduce food intake at times during the year (2015, USDA).
According to the USDA, in 2013, 49.1 million people lived in food insecure
households, and of those households 12.2 million adults lived in households with very
low food security. Approximately 14.3% of all American households fall into one of the
two food insecure categories. Some states have, “statistically significantly higher
household food insecurity rates than the U.S. national average 20112013: Arkansas
21.2% , Mississippi 21.1%, Texas 18.0%, Tennessee 17.4%, North Carolina 17.3%,
Missouri 16.9%, Georgia 16.6%, Ohio 16.0%” (Feeding America, 2015).
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ColemanJensen, Gregory, and Singh (2014) from the USDA confirm in their work that
the above statistics reflect the eight most food insecure states.
When compared with the educational attainment rates of the most food insecure
states, a relationship between food insecurity and low educational attainment can be
surmised. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012), the eight most food insecure
states had the lowest rates of completion of a Bachelor’s degree in 2009: Arkansas
18.9%, Mississippi 19.6%, Texas 25.5%, Tennessee 23.0%, North Carolina 26.5%,
Missouri 25.2%, Georgia 27.5%, and Ohio 24.1%. The national average was 27.9%, all
of the most food insecure states were below the national average of educational
attainment at a Bachelor’s level in 2009. A study conducted by the School of Education,
Teaching, and Health, at American University (2014), found a connection between food
insecurity and lower grade point averages among students in a community college.
Students who were more food insecure were less likely to succeed. Food insecurity is a
growing problem in the U.S., it must be addressed, and exploring its relationship with
educational attainment has implications for broadening policies and practices to address
the problem.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is to explore the link between educational attainment
rates, measured by grade point average, and food insecurity amongst college students in
order to find appropriate solutions to support students experiencing food insecurity. A
large portion of the U.S. population is affected by lack of food. Furthermore, Arkansas is
currently one of the most food insecure states. Therefore, this study is conducted within
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the state of Arkansas at the largest university in the state, the University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville. Many studies have been conducted to connect food insecure children with
attention and achievement issues in the classroom, but there are only a few which
examine these same issues at the collegiate level. This study uses a sample population
from one college within the larger university, the University of Arkansas.
The primary research question for this study is to examine if there is a correlation
between food insecurity and educational attainment among college students at a large
public university. It is hypothesized that as food insecurity decreases, educational
attainment is likely to increase. The data collected can be used to help expand the scope
of knowledge on the subject of food insecurity in connection with educational attainment.
It can assist programs that try to combat food insecurity to better understand the issue at
the collegiate level. Specifically at the University of Arkansas it can help to inform and
expand existing programs, and assist in the development of new programs.
Literature Review
There are many studies available which attempt to connect poverty and food
insecurity, but few which seek to connect food insecurity with educational attainment.
Several studies were referenced in order to determine the need for research on the topic
of educational attainment and food insecurity. In analyzing these studies it was
determined that a study should be created to determine if there is a correlation between
food insecurity and lower educational attainment in college students attending a 4year
institution. This study explores that concept.
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Most studies available on the topic of food insecurity surround children. One such
study by Currie and RossinSlater (2015), investigated the link between earlylife health
and adult outcomes. This study has been referenced because it identifies the struggles of
food insecurity across the lifespan rather than just during childhood, unlike many other
studies. It was a survey of secondary research and compared several previous studies that
concentrated on adult health, educational attainment, labor market attachment, and
indicators of socioeconomic status when compared to food insecurity. The findings of
this particular article indicated that across several disciplines evidence suggests that
earlylife conditions can have lasting effects on human capital formation and adult
economic outcomes. Knowing this information brings attention to the fact that some
university students may be more at risk for food insecurity than others based on their
earlylife conditions. This helps to better understand the potential factors of food
insecurity for college students.
A study by Dean and Sharkey (2011), concentrated on different measures of food
insecurity in rural Texas. The population of this study consisted of all those who
completed a food insecurity item mailed out by the researchers. The participants varied in
age from 18 to over 60 years old. There was a slight majority of female over male
participants. The authors measured the following variables: place of residence and
perceived collective social functioning. Dean and Sharkey used several variables to
define perceived collective social functioning including education. Due to the fact that
Arkansas, where this study will be conducted, is also a rural setting and because
education level is a factor in determining perceived collective social functioning in this
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study, it is important to include it in researching the topic of food insecurity and
educational attainment among college students.
The other studies referenced were similar as they both sought to determine the
relationship between food insecurity and student grade point average. The first study by
Maroto, Snelling, and Linck (2014), investigated the prevalence of food insecurity among
community college students in Maryland. The second by PattonLopez (2014),
investigated the same question but the sample population came from students attending a
midsized rural university in Oregon. Maroto, Snelling, and Linck used a sample
population of community college students, from 2 colleges in Maryland. PattonLopez
used students attending a midsize rural university in Oregon as their sample population.
Two other studies looked at the connection between food insecurity and educational
attainment, but they also expanded the study to encompass several areas of concern for
the students’ wellbeing. One of those studies by Chaparro (2007), was conducted at the
University of Hawai’i Manoa, UHM. This study did not include grade point average as a
variable, but looked more at social determinants such as spending patterns, dietary intake,
lifestyle characteristics, and health determinants. The sample population of this study was
a convenience sample of students classified as nonfreshmen at UHM in particular
classes. A study conducted by Freudenberg (2011), looked at student hunger,
homelessness, and psychological wellbeing. This study was conducted at the City
University of New York, CUNY, four year and community college community. The
population of this study included two samples. The first being a quota sample of CUNY
undergraduate students recruited to match all CUNY undergraduates by gender, age,
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race/ethnicity, cumulative grade point average, college, type of college, and class
standing. The second sample was a convenience sample of students from the eight
campuses with the highest rates of students receiving public assistance in the CUNY
collegiate system.
Each study used similar variables. The independent variables for Maroto,
Snelling, and Linck and PattonLopez (2014) are food insecurity and the dependent
variables are grade point average. Dean and Sharkey (2011) used place of residence and
perceived collective social functioning as their independent variable while food security
is their dependent variable. Chaparro (2007) and Freudenberg (2011) both used food
security as their dependent variables as well; Freudenberg also included homelessness
and psychological wellbeing as dependent variables. But their independent variables
differed. Freudenberg used income, race or ethnicity, age, gender, and type of college,
while Chaparro used demographics, spending, diet, and lifestyle as the independent
variables.
Maroto, Snelling, and Linck’s (2014) study results did not determine if food
insecurity is correlated with poorer academic performance, but its findings demonstrated
a strengthened association between the two variables. PattonLopez’s (2014) study
determined that food insecurity is associated with poor GPA, poor health, low income, or
unemployment for the sample population. Dean and Sharkey’s (2011) findings reported
that rural participants were more likely to report food insecurity than urban participants.
They also determined that rural participants when compared to urban participants were
older, less educated, and reported a lower household income. Chaparro’s study
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determined that at the University of Hawai’i Manoa 21% of students surveyed were food
insecure, almost three times higher than the reported food insecurity rate for the state of
Hawaii 20032005. It was also determined that students living on campus or off campus
with roommates were four times more likely than those living with family members to be
food insecure. Freudenberg’s study had similar findings to the Chaparro study with
39.2% of CUNY students surveyed being deemed food insecure. In addition
Freudenberg’s study reported that 24.3% of students surveyed reported both food
insecurity and housing instability. Each of these studies supports the hypothesis that food
insecurity has an effect on student grade point average. These studies also had their
limitations; some common limitations were small or too geographically concentrated
sample size, low response rate, and selfreported answers to surveys.
In summary, drawing from these studies, the current study will examine if there is
a relationship between food insecurity and educational attainment at the University of
Arkansas.
Methodology
Sample
The sample used for this study was a nonprobability convenience sample of
7,152 university students enrolled at the University of Arkansas, Fayetteville. The survey
was crosssectional, nonexperimental, webbased, and distributed via email to all
Fulbright College of Arts and Science graduate and undergraduate students who study on
campus and are not distance learners.
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Measures
This study was designed as a descriptive online onetime survey of
undergraduate and graduate students, in the Fulbright College of Arts and Science at the
University of Arkansas, of all class statuses.
Food insecurity variable. Food insecurity level was determined by a set of eight
questions adapted from the U.S. Household Food Security Survey Module: Short Form,
developed by the USDA. The first set of questions related to food insecurity had
responses that ranged from often true, sometimes true, never true, or don’t know or
refused. The next set of questions were dichotomous with responses that of no (0), and
yes (1).
Educational attainment variable. Educational attainment was determined by
grade point average (GPA). The participants were given the option of selecting from a
range of GPAs between 0.0 to 4.0. Responses ranged from 1= 0.0 to 0.5, 2 = 0.6 to 1.0,
3 = 1.1 to 1.5, 4 = 1.6 to 2.0, 5 = 2.1 to 2.5, 6 = 2.6 to 3.0, 7 = 3.1 to 3.5, 8 = 3.6 to 4.0.
The results from this question were analyzed with food insecurity and the demographic
questions to examine any correlations in the data.
Demographic variables. Demographic questions were asked of each participant
such as student class standing, ethnicity/race, sex, age, marital status, and employment
status. These questions were asked in order to report the characteristics of participants.
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Procedure
Permission to conduct was granted by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the
University of Arkansas. The survey was administered through Qualtrics online survey
software. The survey was open for two weeks for student access. Due to a technical error
in the email server only 1,000 students received a reminder email after one week. This
should not have had an effect on the results of the survey due to no new recipients being
granted access to the survey. The email included a description of the study and its
purpose with the survey attached. The survey included an initial informed consent
question requiring participants to consent to the survey. It also included a confirmation
that the participant was a University of Arkansas student. In order to ensure
confidentiality the survey did not require the participants to share their names and only
aggregate data are shared. Data were collected about each student participant’s
cumulative GPA, food insecurity status, and demographic information. A modified
version of the U.S. Household Food Security Survey Module: Short Form, used by the
USDA to determine food insecurity in households across the U.S., was used to determine
food insecurity in this study. The survey can be viewed in Appendix A.
The IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program was used to
analyze the data collected by the Qualtrics survey. SPSS was used to create visual
representations of the data collected, Excel was also used to create some visual
representations of the data.
Determining the degree of food insecurity. According to the USDA there are
four levels of food security. For the purpose of this study two levels have been
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highlighted: food secure and food insecure. The USDA identifies marginally food secure
as another level of food security, but the U.S. Household Food Security Survey Module:
Short Form, identifies high food security and marginal food security as one category
(ColemanJensen, Gregory,& Rabbitt, 2015). The USDA identifies two levels of food
insecurity, low and very low food security; this study combines those levels to just food
insecurity. This terminology better explains the two distinct food security levels that are
prevalent at the University of Arkansas.
For this study the first level is food security, this level of food security is defined
as having, “no reported indications of foodaccess problems or limitations” (USDA,
2015). Marginally food secure is included in food security for this study, therefore, food
security is also defined as “one or two reported indications—typically of anxiety over
food sufficiency or shortage of food in the house (with) little or no indication of changes
in diets or food intake” (2015). The second category is food insecurity which is defined
as households reporting, “reduced quality, variety, or desirability of diet. Little or no
indication of reduced food intake… (and/or) multiple indications of disrupted eating
patterns and reduced food intake” (2015). This survey adapted the food insecurity
questions from the the U.S. Household Food Security Survey Module: Short Form, by
creating eight questions rather than six. This was done in order to more accurately survey
the participants, but the content of the questions was not changed. The U.S. Household
Food Security Survey Module: SixItem Short Form can be viewed in Appendix B.
Food insecurity scoring. Each food insecurity question from the survey was
given a number value depending on the answer given by the participant. Because the food
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insecurity questions were adapted from the U.S. Household Food Security Survey
Module: SixItem Short Form, the questions were given number values based on the
instructions in the original form. The only adaptation was that the total number of points
awarded has been extended from 6 to 8 to match the number of questions a participant
could answer.
The scoring of the first three questions in the survey, after the informed consent, is as
follows:
1. If the participant answered “often true” or “sometimes true,” he or she was
given a score of 1 point for each question answered in that way.
2. If the participant answered “never true” or “don’t know or refused,” he or
she was given a score of 0 points for each question answered in that way.
The next four questions had the options of “yes” or “no” for possible answers. The
questions can be viewed in Appendix A. The scoring for those four questions in the
survey is as follows:
1. If the participant answered “yes” he or she was given a score of 1 point
2. If the participant answered “no” he or she was given a score of 0 points.
The participants were shown an eighth question if they had answered “yes” to “(I/we) had
to skip meals because there was not enough money for food in the last 12 months.” If
they answered “no” to that question, they were not presented with the eighth question.
The scoring for the eighth question in the survey is as follows:
1. If the participant answered “almost every month” or “some months, but
not every month,” he or she was given a score of 1 point.
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2. If the participant answered “only 1 or 2 months” or “don’t know,” he or
she was given a score of 0 points.
3. If the participant was not shown the eighth question, he or she was given a
score of 0 points.
All the points awarded to the participants were summed and the total score for each
participant was determined. The maximum score a participant could receive was 8 points.
The participants were then sorted into the appropriate food security level based on their
total scores.
Food Secure: A participant with 01 points.
Food Insecure: A participant with 28 points.
Thus, the higher the score, the more food insecure the individual would likely to be.
Results
Characteristics of Participants
This survey was distributed to 7,152 graduate and undergraduate students in the
Fulbright College of Arts and Sciences at the University of Arkansas, Fayetteville. Of the
7,152 students surveyed, 550 responded with 473 completing the survey resulting in a
completion of rate of 6.61%.
Outliers. Six of the completed surveys were omitted due to being extreme
outliers. The responses for GPA were between the values 2 (0.61.0 GPA) and 8 (3.64.0
GPA). The outliers were determined by calculating the quartiles of the GPA dataset; the
lower quartile was 7.0, the median was 7.0, and the upper quartile was 8.0. The median
and lower quartile were the same due to the majority of the responses being between
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3.03.5 and 3.64.0 GPA (coded as values 7 and 8). This caused a topheavy distribution
of the data. Extreme outliers in the 0.02.0 (coded as values 1 to 3) range of GPA were
left out of the analysis because these variables were much lower than 1.5 units below the
interquartile ranges. Table 1 and Graph 1 show the distribution of GPA before the
outliers were taken out of the dataset.
Table 1:
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Graph 1:

When the outliers were removed 6.53% of the sample population (n = 467) was
analyzed. The majority of the participants were female (70.9%), white (78.8%), and
single (80.9%); the mean age was 23.2 years old (SD = 7.71180). A substantial amount of
the participants was classified as undergraduate students (80.1%), while 24.0% were
classified more specifically as undergraduate freshmen and 22.3% were classified as
undergraduate seniors. The most frequently chosen employment status was parttime at
47.1%. See Appendix C for a comprehensive list of frequency charts.
Overall 280 students (60.0%) are considered to be food secure, while 40% of
students (n=187) are food insecure. The GPA scale had a theoretical range of 1 to 8. The
range was reduced to only include variables 48 (4 through 8 = 2.1 to 4.0 GPA), due to no
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participants, aside from outliers, selecting 13. The mean score was 7.2313 (SD =
0.90186), this indicates that on average students had a GPA between 3.1 and 4.0 (See
Appendix D).
Cross Tabulations and ChiSquare Testing
Cross tabulation analyses were conducted to analyze the categorical data collected
through the survey. Specifically the association between food insecurity and GPA, and
between food insecurity, GPA, and the demographic variables were conducted (See
Appendix E).
Food insecurity and GPA. When food insecurity and GPA are analyzed, the
expected count for each GPA range, with a ChiSquare value of 22.546, was not
reflective of the actual count (see Appendix E). There were more students (9 more
students), who were food insecure and had a GPA in the 2.12.5 range, than expected
through the chisquare analysis. This was also reflected with the food insecure students
who have 2.63.0 GPAs, 9 additional students fell into this category who were not
expected according to the ChiSquare test, and the food insecure students who fell into
the 3.64.0 GPA range had 18 students fewer than expected. The food secure students had
a large difference from the expected count in the 2.12.5 GPA range (8.6 students less
than expected), the 2.63.0 GPA range (9 students less than expected), and the 3.64.0
GPA range (18 more students than expected). See Graph 2 for a visual representation of
the relationship between food insecurity and GPA.
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Graph 2:

Age. Most of the participants were in the age range of 1822 years old
(70.0%)(see Graph 3). Of those students age 1822, 53.2% were scored as food secure
and also reported being in the 3.14.0 GPA range. Only 37% of the students age 1822
were food insecure and 30.9% of food insecure students age 1822 reported a GPA in the
3.64.0 range (See Graph 4).
Students who fell into the 2329 age range made up 19.1% of the participants,
making them the second largest age group of students. Of those students 53.9% were
food secure, and 76.4% of the food secure students reported a GPA above a 3.0 (see
Appendix E).
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Sex. When food insecurity, GPA, and sex are analyzed, 31.1% of females were
food secure and had a GPA of 3.64.0 (see Graph 5). Of the male participants, 40.5%
were also considered to be food secure with GPA of 3.64.0 (see Graph 6). Of the five
transgender individuals, 60% were food insecure, but all of the transgender participants
had a GPA over 2.5; four were in the 3.13.5 GPA range (see Graph 7).

Graph 5:
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Student Class Status. The cross tabulation showed that 60.7% of undergraduate
and 57.6% of graduate students were classified as being food secure, but one
postbaccalaureate student was food insecure. The postbaccalaureate student reported
having high a GPA, in the 3.64.0 range. All of the graduate students, food secure and
food insecure, reported having above a 2.5 GPA.
The majority of the participants selected undergraduate as their student class
status (80.1%). Freshmen and seniors had the highest response rate, with 112 (29.9%) of
the 374 undergraduate student participants being classified as freshmen and 104 (27.8%)
undergraduate student participants classified as seniors. Undergraduate participants as a
whole did not have many students with GPAs lower than 2.5 (7.0%). It was determined
that there was a negative correlation with high GPA and food insecurity (See Graphs
89).
Graph 8:

FOOD INSECURITY AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

24

Graph 9:

Ethnicity/Race. Cross tabulation analysis showed that 78.8% of the participants
identified as White/European American. There were 58.2% of those White/European
American participants who were food secure and 54.2% of the food secure
White/European American participants also had a GPA in the 3.64.0 range. There were
41.8% of White/European American participants who were food insecure.
The next largest racial group was the “mixed races or other” category with 8.6%
of the participants identifying themselves as such. Of those identified as mixed races or
other, 35% were food secure, while the remaining 65% were food insecure. The third
largest racial group was Hispanic or Latino/Latina individuals (4.9%); closely followed
by Asian or Asian American (4.5%)(see Appendix E). Of the Hispanic or Latino/Latina
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individuals, 34% were food insecure and 65% were food secure. The majority of Asian or
Asian American individuals were food secure (71.4%), with 28.6% being food insecure.
Black or African American students had a 63.6% food security rate, while 36.4% were
food insecure.
Although White or European American students are the majority, several minority
groups have higher rates of food insecurity. One student identified as Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander and that student was food insecure and had a GPA of 3.54.0. On the other hand,
those who identify as Native American or American Indian (n=3) all were food secure
and had a GPAs in the 3.64.0 range. Those who identify as mixed races or other have the
highest rate of food insecurity of the larger minority groups, but all those who are food
insecure and mixed race or other had GPAs above 2.5.
Marital Status. While the cross tabulation was used to analyze GPA and food
insecurity by marital status, the majority of participants are single. Of those single
participants 59.8% had a score deeming them food secure; additionally 53.1% of single
participants who were food secure reported having a GPA in the 3.64.0 range. Also
63.8% of participants who selected married/domestic partnership, living with a partner,
separated, and widowed are considered food secure. However, ⅔ of those who selected
divorced (n=9), are considered food insecure. The ChiSquare value is 8.608; there were
not many variations between the expected count and actual count for all marital statuses.
The only major variations were in each section where the predicted count was less than 1,
which is impossible as this data reflects actual people and therefore the count cannot be
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less than a whole number. This was more noticeable in smaller categories such as
widowed, separated, or divorced.
Employment Status. Through cross tabulation analysis it was determined that the
largest group of student employment status was parttime (41.7%). Through ChiSquare
tests (ChiSquare value = 22.321), it is determined that parttime employment did not
vary all that much from the expected count of each GPA range for both food secure and
food insecure participants. Students who were food secure with a GPA in the 3.64.0
range made up 31.4% of those with parttime employment. Those who were food
insecure and had a GPA in the 3.64.0 range made up 18.6% of the parttime employees.
The second largest group was unemployed  not seeking employment (27.0%).
Food secure students with GPAs in the 3.64.0 range made up 42.9% of the unemployed 
not seeking employment group; only 8.7% of the unemployed  not seeking employment
group with GPAs in the 3.64.0 range were food insecure.
The majority of the disabled (n=4) participants were food insecure (75%). The
food insecure and also disabled participants did not have any trend for GPA, each was in
a separate range (2.12.5, 3.13.5, 3.64.0). On the other hand, the three participants who
chose retired as their employment status were all food secure and also had GPAs in the
3.64.0 range.
Hypothesis Testing
The main hypothesis tested is that there is an association between food insecurity
and GPA. A Pearson product moment correlation coefficient was utilised to answer the
hypothesis. A 2tailed, bivariate correlation was conducted to determine the significance
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of the proposed correlation. There was a significant relationship between food insecurity
and GPA. The Pearson Correlation is negative (r = 0.215, p<0.01), which means that as
food insecurity decreases, GPA increases or vice versa (see Table 2). The hypothesis that
the lower the level of food insecurity, the higher the GPA is supported by the results of
the analysis.
Table 2:

Discussion
Although there is a small response rate, having significant data was possible for
this study. As seen through each demographic variable there was a negative correlation
between food insecurity and GPA. The negative correlation comes from those students
with lower food insecurity, while those considered food secure have higher GPAs.
Further research with a higher response rate and an expanded sample population would
need to be conducted to investigate further into the proxy for low educational attainment.
As discussed in the literature review section, other statistically significant research has

FOOD INSECURITY AND EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

28

shown that in some universities there is a correlation between food insecurity and low
educational attainment, as was found in this study.
There was no data available of the demographics of the Fulbright College of Arts
and Sciences specifically, therefore the data from this study was compared to the
demographic information of the university as a whole. The racial demographics of this
study were mostly proportionate to that of the university itself. According to Voorhies
(2010), the manager of media relations for university relations at the University of
Arkansas, 78.5% of the student population identifies as White or European American,
this study found that 78.8% of those who participated in the survey identified as White or
European American. The demographic similarities stop at race. This study has a higher
percentage of female participants than the university population according to Voorhies,
who reported that 48.6% of the student population is female. In this study, 70.9% of the
participants identify as female. Additionally more freshmen and senior undergraduate
students participated in this study than any of the other student class statuses. It is
important to note that this study only surveyed students in the Fulbright College of Arts
and Science which represents ⅓ of the student body at the University of Arkansas,
Fayetteville (J. William Fulbright College of Arts and Sciences, 2014). Even though it is
the largest college on the University of Arkansas’s campus it is not representative of the
student body of the University of Arkansas due to the sample population only being from
one of the eight colleges on the university campus.
Student class status is an important variable in this study because so many
students are undergraduate rather than graduate or postbaccalaureate students, but that
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does not mean that graduate students and postbaccalaureate students do not struggle with
food security as well. It was hypothesized that graduate students may have more cases of
food insecurity than undergraduate students; the results of this study support that
hypothesis because 42.4% of graduate student participants were classified as food
insecure. Only 39.3% of undergraduate student participants were classified as food
insecure. The one postbaccalaureate student is classified as being food insecure.
Although there was a larger percentage of graduate students who were food insecure,
they also had higher GPAs (above a 2.6 GPA). This may be due to the fact that many
graduate programs require their students to have a higher GPA to remain a part of the
program; those who would have been considered food insecure with low GPAs may have
been released from their programs prior to this study being conducted.
The group of students whose GPA may be affected the most by food insecurity
are the students with GPAs between 2.1 and 3.0; the ‘low B’ and ‘C’ students. These
students could possibly be achieving lower GPAs due to their food insecurity. The
ChiSquare test showed that more students than expected have food insecurity and also a
GPA between 2.1 and 3.0. This is something that the university may want to investigate
more so that those students can achieve as much as possible while they study at the
university. Academic advisors may want to integrate a system to check on students who
are on the lower end of the GPA scale starting at 3.0. This is because if food insecurity is
the reason that the student is not succeeding, then a plan of action can be made to
counteract the effects of food insecurity.
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The University of Arkansas has an award winning food pantry which is advertised
fairly well on campus. This may have added to the higher rate of food security among the
students because the resource is available to all student, faculty, staff and their families,
but it cannot be inferred because the survey did not ask about food security use. It serves
over 200 people and even has an online request website to make receiving assistance
easier (Flanagan, 2013). This is a great resource for all students, but some students
commute from the surrounding areas and are not on campus every day. This could cause
some commuter students to be more food insecure than others because they do not have
easy access to the food pantry as often as local students or students who live on or near
campus. A resource list of the food pantries or food assistance programs for the entire
Northwest Arkansas, Southwest Missouri, Northeast Oklahoma, and Fort Smith area
should be compiled and easily accessible for the commuter students who may need
assistance.
Although the response rate for this study was small, it is still important to note
that of those who responded a large percentage (40%) are considered food insecure. This
topic should be researched further to investigate the severity of the food insecurity issue
at the University of Arkansas. Future research could help the services and organizations
on campus that are working to battle food insecurity among students.
Limitations
There are some limitations for this study. One of the limitations of this study is
the use of a convenience population sample. Convenience samples are not representative
of the population as a whole, therefore they may skew the results. Rather a random
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sampling should be used in future research to insure that the population being studied is
representative of all university students.
A related issue is this study’s sample size. Although the survey was distributed to
7,152 students, it was only completed by 473 and 467 participant responses were used for
the analysis or 6.53% of the sample population. Since the response rate was so low the
data is not representative of the student body. This could lead to skewed results as well.
The survey was distributed via email to 7,152 students so it may not have been
viewed by all students  the reminder email was only sent to 1000 students due to a
technical error, therefore it was not distributed evenly to every student; but it was not sent
to any new students the second time. The survey was also only open for two weeks, this
limited the time that the students had to take the survey. A student who does not check
his or her email diligently may not view the email until after the survey was completed. It
is possible that students who are food insecure would be less likely to have working
email addresses or a way to check their messages.
Another limitation to this study is that the survey used selfreported GPA and
other demographics, and we know that any variable is selfreported there is always a
possibility for error and false reporting. Due to the stigma around the topic, participants
could choose not to disclose the true severity of their food insecurity or their true GPA.
These limitations threaten the internal validity of results and could lead to an
underrepresentation in the sample causing an underestimate of food insecurity. On the
other hand, students who encounter food insecurity problems may have chosen to
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respond to the survey at higher rates than those unaffected. This could have
overestimated the prevalence of food insecurity.
There is a large percentage of participants who had high GPAs, specifically
3.54.0. This may be due to the notion that students with higher GPAs are more involved
with their university and would be more likely to participate in a survey sent to them. The
large number may not be representative of the actual university population and could
skew the results to show a greater percentage of students with high GPAs.
Conclusion
Food insecurity is a large problem in the U.S., especially in the state of Arkansas.
Studies have been conducted that show how food insecurity in children affects their
academic lives, but not many studies investigate the affects food insecurity has on adults’
educational attainment. This study aimed to examine if there is a correlation between
food insecurity and educational attainment among undergraduate and graduate students at
the University of Arkansas in the Fulbright College of Arts and Sciences. This study did
find a negative correlation between the two variables, but further research should be
conducted to include a better representation of the student body as a whole. It could
benefit many students who are struggling to balance school, work, and their basic human
needs. At the University of Arkansas further research could benefit the students who need
help acquiring adequate food through providing more information to student services and
organizations. In future research it would be ideal to include questions about veteran
status and housing situation to better understand the needs of the students. Qualitative
studies may be beneficial as well so that researchers can better understand the reasons
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behind food insecurity and educational attainment issues. Currently there is a food pantry
on campus for all students and faculty to use. This pantry is helpful for many people, but
more awareness of food insecurity issues and the services the pantry provides could help
a greater amount of students to reach a level of food security.
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